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Serving the Grey
B rian E lliot
The study of American slavery is an ever-evolving field in
which scholars view the“peculiar institution” through various lens
es to provide different angles on an incredibly complex subject.
Scholars are able to look at the institution of slavery from so many
different angles due to the fact that owning slaves was not only a
means to garner greater profits for slave owners, but slavery was
also a way of life in the South. Slave ownership provided a life
style that defined a region of the United States as a place of white
supremacy and the utter control of an exploited race. By the 1850s,
slavery sowed the seeds of disunion between the North and the
South in the United States, thus producing a fratricidal war that
would end the era of slavery in the South. In the war of South
ern secession, Confederates fought to preserve their right to own
slaves, and some even took slaves with them as servants in their
crusade to protect their institution. By war’s end, thousands of
slaves had served Confederate masters in every theatre of the war.
To date, only Colin E. Woodward’s Marching Masters: Slavery,
Race, and the Confederate Army daring the Civil War has even
attempted to understand the importance of these servants in the
Confederate army.1By furthering our understanding of the roles in
which these servants played in the war, as well as the relationships
that existed between master and bondman, historians can hopefully
find yet another lens for which to view the cornerstone of antebel
lum Southern society.2
In an attempt to contribute to this little known topic, this study
examines seven Confederates who enlisted in Harrison County,
Texas, a region with numerous affluent planter families, who were
Brian Elliott is a graduate student at the University o f North Texas
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known to have brought slave-servants with them into the war. The
purpose of this case study on Harrison County Confederates is to
determine what the role of these servants was alongside their own
er, what the relationship was like between owner and servant, and
how these findings contribute to the study of American slavery.
The primary evidence for this investigation is derived from the
extensive correspondence between Theophilus Perry and his wife
Harriet Perry. In his letters, Perry related his daily life as a soldier
in the 28th Texas Cavalry to his wife. Recurring topics in Perry’s
letters concerned his servants Norflet and Doctor, as well as the
servants of the men he served with in camp. Perry’s letters give
a glimpse into his relationship with both Norflet and Doctor, re
lationships that were surprisingly reciprocal. Perry’s letters also
reveal that several other Confederates he served with had servants
with them in camp. These men of the 28th Texas Cavalry included
First Lieutenant James S. Wagnon, Second Lieutenant Rene Fitz
patrick, Private (and later Captain) Nathan P. Ward, and Private
William A. Tarleton. Also mentioned in Perry’s letters was his dis
tant cousin William R. Hargrove, or “Billy” as he is referred to in
Perry’s letters, who appears to have enlisted in the 3rd Texas Cav
alry in Marshall in 1862, but ended up fighting in the 14th Texas,
which served alongside the 28th Texas Cavalry during the war.3
The other major primary source used in this work is Force With
out Fanfare, the autobiography of Khebler Miller Van Zandt, who
enlisted in Harrison County, and served in the 7th Texas Infantry.
Van Zandt provided an intriguing look at his relationship with his
servant Jack, whose actions while taking care of Van Zandt are
a perfect example of how complex the master-slave relationship
could be in the close circumstance of a single master and a sin
gle slave. Although not every piece of information can be verified
from these two sources, nor can the materials’ claims of the utter
loyalty of their servants be believed without written perspectives
on the slaves’ experiences, their descriptions provide a good idea
of what role servants played in their masters lives during the war
through the actions that they performed while with their masters.4
U.S. Census data from 1850 and 1860 are used to identify whether
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these soldiers had the capability to bring servants with them from
the slaves they owned or from whom their family owned. It must
also be noted that due to the limited nature of the sources on this
subject, some of the discussed Confederates will be examined in
more detail then others. However limited some of the discussion
may be in this work for those Confederates, they are nonetheless
important to this study of Harrison County enlistees because they
still provide an idea of what kind of men brought servants along
into the war.
This paper will first explain who these seven Harrison County
enlistees were and what circumstances allowed them to bring a ser
vant into the service. Then, an examination of Theophilus Perry’s
letters about his servants and the servants of his fellow Confeder
ates, along with Van Zandt’s relationship with his servant Jack,
will provide a better picture of what servants did for their owners
in camp. In particular, the letters will detail what actions servants
performed for their owner, if servants solely worked under their
owner or for multiple Confederates, what care servants were given
in camp by their owner, and if servants participated in any mili
tary actions with their master’s respective units. Using Perry and
Van Zandt’s descriptions of servants in camp also offers a better
understanding of what they, as masters, thought about having ser
vants with them. Following the examination of the roles that ser
vants had in camp, three specific cases of the peculiar relationships
that existed between some Confederate masters and their servants
will be discussed. These cases reveal that owner and slave formed
curious bonds through the tribulations of war. As odd as it may
seem, very human relationships were formed between owner and
servant in these dire circumstances, fully demonstrating the com
plex nature of American slavery. 5 By no means will the findings
in this study suggest that enslaved blacks were at all happy to be
in their condition of servitude, nor will it prove that servants who
accompanied their masters into the army were diehard Confeder
ates themselves. Rather, this study is a presentation of primary evi
dence that details the experiences of Harrison County Confederates
and the slave-servants that accompanied them. Owners trusted that
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their slaves would take care of them, and based on their servants
described actions in taking care of their master, one can begin to
see how deeper relationships may have existed between these two
individuals.6 The ultimate goal of this work is to spark further
research interest on this topic and provide another vantage from
which scholars can view this vexingly complex institution.
Harrison County’s roots were found in the culture of the Deep
South. Established in 1839 along the border between Texas and
Louisiana, Harrison County quickly became the center of the cot
ton growing industry in northeast Texas as waves of planter fami
lies from the South moved into the area. By 1860, Harrison County
had more slaves in absolute numbers than any other county in Tex
as with a slave population of 8,784. In terms of planters, those who
owned twenty or more slaves, Harrison County had 145 planters
residing in the County out of the states 2,214 planters. According
to Randolph B. Campbell’s A Southern Community in Crisis: Har
rison County, Texas 1850-1880, by 1861, Harrison County was a
community in flux as many of its inhabitants marched to war to
fight for their new nation, their families, and their peculiar institu
tion. In a war that many Southerners believed was a conflict over
the existence of their most sacred institution, both the planter and
the yeomen farmer marched together from Harrison County to bat
tle the Union.7
One would assume that Confederates who had servants with
them during their service, either were a part of the planter class
themselves or were the sons of wealthy planter families that had
the capability of sending one of their fit male slaves off to serve
their loved one in war. This, however, was not always the case
as some non-planter slaveholders also brought one of their few
slaves to serve them in camp. Men such as Theophilus Perry, Rene
Fitzpatrick Jr., Nathan P. Ward, and Billy Hargrove, came from
families that were at the highest levels of Harrison County plant
er society. Theophilus Perry was the son of Levin Perry, one of
Harrison County’s planter elite. According to tax assessment re
cords from 1855, Levin Perry owned seventy slaves and held a
total value of $38,660 in property.8 In 1860, Theophilus Perry
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was twenty-seven years of age and owned seven slaves, and his
total wealth was set at a healthy $13,000.9 Rene Fitzpatrick Jr. was
also a son of a wealthy planter. His father Rene Fitzpatrick Sr. in
1860 owned fifty-five slaves, with his total wealth coming out to
$63,325.10 Rene Fitzpatrick Jr., in 1860, owned four slaves and
had a total wealth of $8,200.11 Nathan P. Ward, who was related
to the wealthy William Richard David Ward, also seems to have
been associated with the Harrison County elite.12 W.R.D. Ward,
a respected citizen of Marshall in Harrison County, had a mod
est planter holding of twenty-two slaves, but had a total wealth of
$71,115.13 Nathan Ward, at the age of twenty-seven, was living as
a farmer in Louisburg, North Carolina, in 1860 and owned seven
slaves himself and had an overall wealth of $12,630.14 Billy Har
grove, son of a North Caronia planter named William R. Hargrove,
was also of the Harrison County planter elite. Upon the death of
Billy Hargrove’s father in October 1856, probate records show that
the Hargrove family was heavily invested in the institution of slav
ery with forty-three slaves.15 Billy Hargrove, being only twenty
years old at the outset of the war, did not own any slaves himself,
but would be provided a servant from his family’s extensive slave
holdings during the war.16
Three of these Harrison County Confederates who had servants
in the war were not from the planter elite and not all enlisted as
officers. K.M. Van Zandt, J.S. Wagnon, and W.A. Tarleton each
came from modest means and were not a part of the planter class in
Harrison County. One would have suspected that K.M. Van Zandt
had come from a wealthy family due to his father Isaac Van Zandt’s role in helping to found the town of Marshall in 1841, but the
Van Zandts were not quite planters.17 The 1860 US census showed
that the Van Zandt family was certainly not poor, owning thirteen
slaves and holding a total wealth of $12,000, but they could not
be considered to be planters.18 K.M. Van Zandt himself in 1860,
at the age of twenty-three, owned five slaves and had a wealth of
$9,000.19Thirty-six year old J.S. Wagnon of Tennessee, who seems
to be the first of his family to have resided in Harrison County, did
not appear to have come from the planter class. According to the
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1860 census, Wagnon had eight slaves and a total listed wealth of
$10,500.20 Along with these two aspiring planters, W.A. Tarleton
also does not seem to have come from a planter family or have
been a planter himself. Tarleton, a thirty-four year old native of
Alabama in 1860, had been an active teacher in Harrison County
during the late 1840s and into the 1850s.21 The 1850 US census
slave schedule tells us that Tarleton owned only six slaves.22 Final
ly, Nathan P. Ward, Billy Hargrove, and W.A. Tarleton, were not
officers at the start of their enlistment in the Confederate army and
yet had servants accompany them during the war.23
Regardless of their wealth holding status, these seven Harri
son County Confederates held positions as slave holders or were
familial affiliates of slave holders, allowing them the opportunity
to bring a servant with them into their service in the army. What
reasons might they have had for bringing along a piece of prop
erty that was expensive and needed as much attention and care as
the owner? For Theophilus Perry, it was a matter of appeasing his
father, who insisted that he take his father’s slave Norflet as a ser
vant.24 This was also the case for Billy Hargrove, as his family sent
one of his deceased father’s slaves, a slave by the name Guy, along
with him.25 It can be imagined that these families wished their sons
to have servants with them so that they may know that while their
sons were fighting for the cause, they were at least being cared for
off the battlefield. For K.M. Van Zandt this would be particularly
true when his mother sent one of her slaves, Jack, to care for Van
Zandt when he fell ill in late 1861.26 In general, most of these Con
federate servants were both a luxury to their owners in camp and
invaluable resources in maintaining a semblance of their Southern
way of life away from home.
Like in most wars, soldiers of the American Civil War led hard
lives. Life on the march was taxing physically and mentally for
both the men in Blue and Gray. In camp, men were forced to live
in close proximity to one another, often catching various maladies
that left them unable to perform their duties or worse. In his autobi
ography, K.M. Van Zandt gives a perfect vision of his uncivilized
surroundings:
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” ... a majority of them [K.M.’s company] take no care
of themselves in camp. They lay down with impunity on
wet blankets and damp straw. They eat their food half
cooked. They are careless and unconcerned with the clean
liness of their persons or their clothing- they are irregular
about their sleep and in fact wholly and unjudiciously ig
nore all the sanitary and wholesome laws which in their
comfortable houses they would not have dared to disre
gard . ” 27
When considering the horrific nature of life in camp, one can
imagine that any form of assistance that could allow a soldier to
avoid or at least lessen the severity of his life would be considered
a priceless commodity. Servants were that commodity for Con
federate soldiers in the field, as they were the instrument which
allowed their Confederate master’s the ability to live a life of some
normalcy away from home.
The term generally used to describe these slaves who accom
panied their owners into the Confederate army was “body servant.”
This role was very much different than that of a slave working on
the fields of a plantation, where they were solely expected to main
tain and cultivate their master’s crops. Body servants on the plan
tation tended to work in the “big home,” waiting on their master
and mistress, a role that usually required them to cook and clean.
This was the exact role of body servants in Confederate camps.
Although body servants on the plantation tended to be women, the
servants noted in this study were young males, and the ones that
are unidentified can be assumed to be males. 28 The primary actions
performed by servants, at least in this group of Confederates, were
cooking and the upkeep of their owner’s clothes. Throughout Per
ry’s correspondence with his wife, there are many references to
servants performing in these actions. For Perry’s servant Norflet in
particular, the upkeep of his master’s clothes was a role of critical
importance. In his correspondence, Perry’s wife Harriet made mul
tiple remarks to her husband about not letting Norflet “abuse” Per
ry’s clothes and to make sure Norflet “takes time to wash them well,
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and not beat them out.”29 Even when Harriet sent Norflet patches
to mend his own clothes, she emphasized in her letter that they
were also meant for Norflet to mend any of her husband’s ragged
clothes.30 In Van Zandt’s autobiography, there is also mention of
his servant Jack washing the clothes of soldiers in camp.31 Cooking
was also another area in which servants were expected to act in for
their masters. Having led lives in which mothers, wives, or slaves
had done all the cooking, the preparation of meals must have been
an adventure all its own for these young Southern men in camp.
Perry put it perfectly in a letter to his wife in which he admitted “I
will not cook for myself, if I have to pay fifty dollars a month just
for cooking. I was once without a servant for two weeks, during the
sickness of Norflet, and 1 liked to have perished to death.”32 Even
when Perry loaned out his servant Norfelt to cook for his superior
officer Colonel Horace Randal and his wife, Perry made sure to
dine with his friend W.A. Tarleton whose servant Sam cooked for
both of them.33 In some instances servants even foraged for their
masters. Tarleton’s servant Sam caught partridges for his master
and even signed a contract with Perry who sometimes purchased
the captured game from Sam for twenty cents apiece. Perry also
utilized Sam in scouring the country side for peaches while Tar
leton was not using him.34
Perry’s want of servants seemed to have been a constant prior
ity. This became especially apparent after his servant Norflet dis
appeared in March of 1863. Luckily for Perry, his distant relative
Billy Hargrove, whose regiment was serving alongside Perry’s,
had a servant named Guy, who he lent to Perry while Hargrove
went on sick furlough.35 Guy acted as Perry’s servant until Har
grove’s eventual return from leave, which began a period in which
Perry did not have a servant. During this period, Perry would not
even room with Lieutenants J.S. Wagnon and Rene Fitzpatrick be
cause they both had “servants and being without a servant it may
be best for me to mess alone or rather apart.”36 Even in the absence
of a servant, Perry found others to cook for him. It was not long,
however, until Perry received another servant from home named
Doctor.37 Perry remarked that “Doctor is a very handy servant and
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very valuable to me. He is worth two or more of Norflet. He is a
good worker.”38 Doctor performed well in his role as servant to his
master until Perry fell at Pleasant Hill in April of 1864. Another
interesting note on Doctor concerns the amount of trust the Perry
family had in him to stay by Perry’s side. This is evidenced by one
of Harriet’s letters to Perry in which she commented to her hus
band that it was unfortunate that he had sold their horse, Brandy,
for it would have been “so convenient for Doc to have a horse to
ride about and find eggs and chickens for you.”39 The thought of
giving a slave a horse so that he might ride about to forage for his
master is amazing, considering the ease with which Doctor could
have made his escape to Yankee lines, but also demonstrates the
trust these owners had in their property.
Standing in contrast to Perry and his need for service in camp
was K.M. Van Zandt. Van Zandt did not receive a servant until he
fell ill in December 1861. His servant Jack was “trained as a body
servant and made a splendid nurse.”40 In Van Zandt’s autobiogra
phy, he did not speak much on Jack’s specific actions while serving
for him, but it can be assumed that in Jack’s role as a nurse that he
performed in the traditional role of a body servant by doing chores
that contributed to his master’s wellbeing. There is no specific evi
dence on the service provided by the servants of J.S. Wagnon, Na
than P. Ward, and Rene Fitzpatrick, but it is safe to speculate that
these servants also served in similar roles to the servants discussed
previously.
Servants in camp were obviously invaluable to making their
owners more comfortable. Moreover, servants did not necessarily
always serve just their masters. Servants were sometimes lent to
others for various periods of time. Servants mainly cooked and
cared for their masters’ belongings, but they were also used in other
capacities, such as foragers. The question now becomes: did these
Confederate masters care for their property in return? When imag
ining the arduous life of a soldier, where resources are sparse and
lack of supplies is a fact of life, it is logical to assume that owners
did not have the ability to provide much for their servants. As in
the case of Tarleton’s servant Sam, some servants might have scav-
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enged food for themselves if they were not provided for by their
owners. Also, it was the role of the slave as a servant to care for the
ultimate wellbeing of their master, not the other way around. Har
riet Perry never seemed to let her husband forget that concerning
Norflet. In her letters to Theophilus she constantly reminded her
husband not to spoil Norflet by spending money on him, to “let him
rough it,” and that his whole reason for being with Perry in camp
was to “wait on you and no one else.”41 Indeed these sentiments
were likely shared by the other families that sent servants with
their loved ones off to war. From Theophilus Perry’s accounts, one
can see how an owner might have cared for his servant despite the
traditional non-reciprocal nature of a master-servant relationship.
First, Perry, from the beginning of his stint in Company F of the
28th Texas Cavalry, was very concerned for the health of his servant
Norflet. At one point, he even considered sending Norflet home in
fear of his servant getting the measles, a disease that ravaged Per
ry’s unit early in the war.42 Perry, throughout his correspondence
with his wife, asked for clothing for Norflet. From shoes and size
ten socks, to shirts, pants, and drawers, Perry requested clothing
for Norflet as often as he could so that Norflet did not go “naked
as can be.”43 For the most part, Perry’s wife heeded her husband’s
call for clothes and sent what she could for Norflet’s sake. In one of
Harriet’s letters to her husband, she even mentioned that Norflet’s
wife Fanny was sending him two pairs of socks and a comforter.44
These same efforts to clothe his servants were taken by Perry
with his second servant Doctor, who usually received knitted socks
from Harriet.45 Further care was shown by Theophilus Perry in his
allowance of Norflet to sleep in the same tent as he and Nathan P.
Ward. Perry’s second servant Doctor even received a tent to share
with Ward’s servant.46 It can be assumed that J.S. Wagnon and
Rene Fitzpatrick allowed their servants to bunk with them consid
ering that Theophilus Perry, during his stint without a servant, did
not want to mess with these two officers due to their living proxim
ity with their servants. The level of attention given to the health of
the servants of the other Harrison County Confederates can only be
speculated, but it is reasonable to assume these servants received
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similar treatment. Of course, it makes sense that these owners used
their available resources to care for the physical wellbeing of their
servants so that they may, in turn, better be able to care for their
master. It cannot be determined; however, what the physical pun
ishment these servants received at the hands of their owners was
like due to a lack of any mention of punitive occurrences in the
source.
The potential for servants to be mistreated by their owners is
not farfetched when it is remembered that whippings and beatings
were common punishments for slaves who did not perform well in
their duties back on the plantation. It is also not a stretch to imag
ine that these masters and servants may have formed some kind of
limited rapport through their shared experiences. And if some kind
of amiable relationship did not exist between owner and servant,
then it must be assumed that a certain level of trust was at least
formed between the two. Day in and day out, these servants cared
for their Southern masters by cooking and cleaning for them, at
times even searching for food for their master. When pondering
the room for error that lay in these various chores performed by
servants, such as poisoning their owner’s food, ruining his clothes,
or running away to Union lines, it is amazing that their owners put
so much trust in their servants' loyalty. This feeling of trust in their
slaves possibly resonated for many Confederates from their beliefs
of utter black obedience to their white masters and the Confed
eracy.47Along with Confederate masters antebellum sentiments of
black loyalty, this trust potentially was also grounded in semi-con
genial relations that developed between master and servant during
the war. An example of one master’s trust in his slave’s loyalty can
be seen in Theophilus Perry’s correspondence. While Norfelt was
his servant. Perry trusted his clothes, his food, and his wellbeing to
Norflet, even saying that Norflet was “of inestimable solace to me,
and I do not know how I could get on without him.”48
One may wonder then what that trust in Norflet meant when
he disappeared from Perry’s camp in White Sulphur Springs, Ar
kansas, in March 1863. According to a letter addressed to his wife
dated March 8, 1863, Perry remarked regarding Norflet’s disap-
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pearance that “I have indulged in the belief that he will endeavor to
get back home.” Perry continued by commenting that he “had the
suspicion of his (Norflet) trying to get to the Federals. I have been
led to this suspicion on the account of two of the Teamsters that
drove our Staff Wagon (disappearing)... some think it likely that
they seduced him to go with them. I cannot think so yet.”49 Perry
would eventually decide a month later that Norflet had “gone to
the Federals undoubtedly carried off by Deserters.” However, an
incredible turn of events in Norflet’s disappearance arose in De
cember of 1863.50
Astoundingly enough, Norflet made his way back home from
Arkansas to Texas! He was picked up by Theophilus Perry’s father,
Levin Perry, in Bonham, Texas, where Norflet had been working for
General Henry McCulloch. Norflet’s story that explained his disap
pearance began with his kidnapping by Jay Hawkers while he was
buying eggs and butter for Mrs. Randal, where he was then taken
up by Union forces and drilled to fight in the Federal army. He was
told he was to join in the fighting around Helena, Arkansas, at which
point he fled Federal captivity. He was then picked up by a man
named Wheat, who told him he was going to take Norflet home. Not
trusting the man, Norflet ran away from him, and ultimately was
found by Confederates in North Texas. According to Harriet Perry,
upon hearing this story, Norflet had said that “he was very glad to be
home and that no one had tried harder than he did” to make it back.51
Although it is obvious to think that Norflet said he was glad to be
home and really had intentions to get back to Texas so as to avoid
punishment, it must be considered that Norflet had made it back to
the only world he had ever known, a world that included his lov
ing wife Fanny. For Theophilus Perry, his trust in Norfelt may have
wavered with his disappearance while serving Colonel Randal, but
Perry ultimately did not believe his servant had left by choice, but
was coerced by deserters. Had Norflet truly wished to run away to
Union lines, he would have been abandoning everything he had ever
known, including his wife, who he would probably never see again.
Fleeing also meant Norlet was leaving behind his immediate source
of food and clothing with Theophilus Perry.
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Another example of the confounding nature of the master-ser
vant relationship is that of K.M. Van Zandt and his servant Jack. In
this case, Van Zandt trusted his servant to nurse him back to health,
and Jack fulfilled this role from his master’s standpoint. What hap
pened in February 1862 at Fort Donelson marked a crossroads for
this master and his servant after Confederate forces surrendered
there. According to Van Zandt, after the capture of his regiment
at Donelson, he and his men were transferred to Camp Douglas, a
prison located outside Chicago. At that point Van Zandt told Jack
that he must return home, for Jack could no longer be of service to
him while a prisoner. With this in mind, Jack replied “my missus
told me to come up here to take care of you and 1 is going to do
it.”52 Whether this was Jack’s true sentiment cannot be determined.
Nevertheless Jack accompanied Van Zandt and eight other officers
and their servants to another prison at Camp Chase in Ohio. There,
Van Zandt fell ill and again Jack acted as his nurse. Eventually,
prison camp authorities ordered Jack to go help nurse the wounded
in the camp hospital. Even then, according to Van Zandt, Jack pro
tested, apparently even going as far as having a conversation with
the Governor of Illinois, who was inspecting Camp Chase at the
time, about why he was being forced to leave his ailing master.53
Despite Jack’s apparent steadfast resolve in staying by his master’s
side, Van Zandt and the rest of the officers from his regiment were
transferred to another camp, with Jack being forced to stay behind.
From this anecdote of his life, Van Zandt told of having had a close
relationship with his servant Jack, who stuck with his master de
spite the opportunity to flee after the fall of Donelson. Of course, it
can be speculated that Jack may have only stayed because he had
nowhere else to go. What is most curious about this relationship
between K.M. Van Zandt and Jack is that twenty-five years after
the end of the war, Jack found Van Zandt living in Fort Worth,
Texas, and moved his family from Cleveland to live with the Van
Zandt family.54 As strange as this story may seem, it is possible that
perhaps in K.M. Van Zandt and Jack’s relationship as master and
slave-servant, a deeper emotional connection was fostered between
the two during the trying times they faced. For if Jack did not have
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some kind of emotional connection with his former master, why
would he have stayed by his side after his master’s capture, and
then years later search for him and move his family down to Fort
Worth to live with the Van Zandt’s?
The third case that demonstrates the logic-defying relationships
that existed between Confederate masters and their servants is the
postwar relationship of Billy Hargrove and his former slave Guy.
Guy had served both Billy Hargrove and Theophilus Perry during
the war. After the fall of the Confederacy in 1865, Guy returned to
Harrison County, adopted the last name Shaw (for unknown reasons)
and lived out the rest of his days as a tenant farmer. What is interest
ing is that when Guy passed away, he died in a rent house belonging
to Mildred Fox, who had been a friend of Billy Hargrove, leading to
the idea that perhaps Guy and Hargrove had remained in contact in
the post-Civil War era. What is known about Hargrove and Guy’s
post-war interactions is that Hargrove helped Guy receive a pension
in 1922 from the state of Texas for his service in the Confederate
army.55 Even more shocking is that on his pension application, Guy
was not mentioned as being a black man in either of the document’s
two affidavits, one of which was provided by Hargrove.56 As the
ultimate twist of irony, Guy even had his burial paid for by the state
of Texas and received a Confederate Cross on his tombstone, ac
knowledged as a private in the 14th Texas Infantry.57 Most likely the
state of Texas did not know that Guy had been a black servant and
thus provided him with the title of private. Theophilus Perry’s letters
show that Guy did not serve in the ranks while Guy served him, an
occurrence Perry surely would have noted. Now the question must
be asked, why would Hargrove vouch for his servant if he did not
have some kind of personal connection to Guy? Had Guy only been
a troublesome slave that did not care for his master, surely Hargrove
would not have supported Guy in the process of getting a pension.
Without Hargrove’s support, Guy would never have received that
pension. Based upon this evidence, it is clear that while Billy Har
grove was certainly in a position of superiority over Guy during the
war, a meaningful relationship must have existed between the two
during and long after slavery ended.
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The institution of slavery is incredibly difficult to understand.
American slavery was a human institution, and in being an institu
tion that involves human beings, human emotions are a capricious
and unpredictable factor that lead those involved in the institution
to act in ways that are difficult to grasp. In this study, it was seen
that in the close proximity that Confederate soldiers and their ser
vants found themselves in, a quasi-reciprocal relationships devel
oped between the two. On one side, the servant had no choice in
going off to war with his master, but nonetheless performed in his
role as a servant. In the case of the Confederate soldier, in order to
receive the attention of his servant he in turn was responsible for
making sure his servant received what was necessary to survive.
As unfortunate as it is that few sources explain the servant’s side
o f the story, it is still possible to piece together their sentiments by
the actions that they took while acting as a servant. One action that
none o f these accounts spoke o f was the taking up of arms by ser
vants to fight alongside their Confederate masters. In any recorded
incidences o f slaves fighting for the South, one must keep in mind
that those were certainly isolated cases that did not reflect a popu
lar sentiment by Southerners to have their slaves fight at the front.
For if this was a common occurrence, there surely would be more
documentation o f slaves fighting rather than whites adamantly pro
testing the arming of slaves.
By no means does this small group of Harrison County Con
federates and their servants speak for the rest o f the Confederates
that had servants during the war. Due to the limited nature o f the
sources, only a few of the Confederates and their servants in this
study were fleshed out enough to draw any conclusions. This does
not mean, however, that the other examples included in this work
are unimportant. The fact that the less-discussed Harrison County
Confederates had servants with them reveals that having a servant
was not only limited to the planter elite nor even just a sporad
ic practice by a few Confederates. Rather, these seven examples
support what historians such as Colin E. Woodward have demon
strated, that the practice of having a servant accompany Confed
erate soldiers into the service as body servants was not a random
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occurrence and reflected Southern society. Like other Confederate
servants, the slaves from this study mainly acted as caretaker fig
ures to their masters, and in return masters were the ones who had
to provide for their servant’s wellbeing. 58 It can also be said that
these Confederate masters must have had a large amount of trust in
their servants to care for them and not to flee. From knowledge of
Theophilus Perry’s relationship with his two servants; K.M. Van
Zandt’s with Jack, and Billy Hargrove’s with Guy Shaw, it can be
speculated that due to the nature of the master-servant relationship
in the environment of the Civil War, emotional connections were
made between these curious pairings.
The continued study of this peculiar filter on the institution of
slavery is crucial to the advancement of modern conceptions of
American slavery. The speculation that emotional ties were formed
between master and servant does not excuse the master from own
ing another human. However, this relationship does represent, in
its purest form, the complexities that are found in the human as
pects of slavery. Further study on this topic may also help put to
rest claims that African American slaves fought alongside their
masters for a cause that would have kept them in bondage. These
servants of the Gray assuredly did not feel they had a vested inter
est in the cause of the Confederacy, but they may have had an in
terest in helping their master survive, an interest defined by human
emotions that defies all rhyme or reason in an institution that held
one race superior to another.
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